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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 1 & 4-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rock 
(5,882,100) as applied to the claim(s) above, further in view of Hutzelman (2,873,150). Rock 
teach(es) the structure substantially as claimed, including a control roller comprising a bearing 
part (11) comprising a hard body. The only difference between Rock and the invention as 
claimed is that Rock fail(s) to teach a bearing part comprising a soft body, wherein the soft body 
at least in part projects in a the radial direction relative to the hard body. Hutzelman, however, 
teaches a bearing part comprising a soft body (28) projecting at least in part in a the radial 
direction relative to a hard body (18). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to include a substitute a bearing part, as taught by Hutzelman, for that of Rock, in order to 
reduce noise, wear, & slippage between said bearing part & the carcass & pull-out rails (see col. 

2. lines 70-71 & col. 3, lines 40-49 of Hutzelman); and since the results of such a substitution 
would have been predictable; thereby providing the structure substantially as claimed. 

3. Regarding claim 1, Rock teaches a carcass rail (5); a pull-out rail (8); a central rail (7); 
and a control roller (11) mounted rotatably about an axis on the central rail and in engagement 
with the carcass rail and the pull-out rail. 

4. Regarding claim 1 , Hutzelman teaches a soft body (28) projecting over only part of an 
axial extent of the hard body. 
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5. Regarding claim 4, Hutzelman teaches a soft body (28) arranged in a region of the axial 
end side of the control roller. 

6. Regarding claim 5, Rock as modified by Hutzelman teaches a control roller comprising a 
two-component construction (i.e., both the hard & soft body of said roller). 

7. Regarding claim 6, Hutzelman teaches hard (1 8) & soft (28) bodies comprising two 
separate components which are assembled before mounting of the control roller. 

8. Regarding claim 7, Hutzelman teaches a soft body (28) arranged between a shoulder (24) 
of the hard body and a bearing plate (i.e., flat portion of 18 distal from 24) of the control roller. 

9. Regarding claim 8, Hutzelman teaches a soft body (28) fixed between a shoulder (vertical 
surface of 27 proximate 24) of the hard body (18) and a retaining washer (i.e., flat portion of 18 
distal from 24). 

10. Claims 1 & 4-8 can be alternately rejected, along with claims 9-10, under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over FR2,441,086 in view of Hutzelman (2,873,150). FR2,441,086 
teach(es) the structure substantially as claimed, including a carcass rail (6); a pull-out rail (2); a 
central rail (5); and a control roller (3) mounted rotatably about an axis (i.e., axis of 8) on the 
central rail and in engagement with the carcass rail and the pull-out rail; said control roller 
comprising a bearing part (12 & 15) comprising a hard body (Item 15, which is made of plastic - 
see p. 2, lines 16-17). The only difference between FR2,44 1,086 and the invention as claimed is 
that FR2,44 1,086 fail(s) to teach a bearing part comprising a soft body, wherein the soft body at 
least in part projects in a the radial direction relative to the hard body. Hutzelman, however, 
teaches the inclusion, upon a bearing part, of a soft body (28) projecting at least in part in a the 
radial direction relative to a hard body (18). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
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in the art to substitute a bearing part, as taught by Hutzelman, for that of Rock, in order to reduce 
noise & slippage between said bearing part & the carcass & pull-out rails (see col. 2, lines 70-71 
& col. 3, lines 40-49 of Hutzelman); and since the results of such a substitution would have been 
predictable; thereby providing the structure substantially as claimed. 

11. Regarding claims 9-10, FR2,441,086 teaches a spindle (combination of 8 & 16)havinga 
cross section (through 16) that differs from circular by having a relatively larger diameter (Fig. 
3) in a the pull-out direction of the pull-out guide; wherein the cross section of the spindle is 
roughly elliptical with a major axis extending in the pull-out direction. 

12. Claims 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rock 
(5,882,100) & Hutzelman (2,873,150) as applied to the claim(s) above, further in view of 
Crescenzi (4,120,071). Rock & Hutzelman teach(es) the structure substantially as claimed, 
including a control roller (11) mounted on a spindle (remainder of 25 other than holding device); 
connecting means (i.e., means securing 1 1 to 25); and a holding device (portion of 25 securing 
remainder of 25 to 30). The only difference between Rock & Hutzelman and the invention as 
claimed is that Rock & Hutzelman fail(s) to teach a holding device snap-connected to the central 
rail. Crescenzi, however, teaches a holding device (combination of 27-28 & 43-44) permitting a 
snap-connection between a spindle (24) and an adjacent structure (12). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to substitute a holding device, as taught by Crescenzi, 
for that of Rock as modified, in order to permit easier assembly by permitting the spindle thereof 
to be snapped into place rather than riveted; and since the results of substituting one known 
holding device for another would have been predictable; thereby providing the structure 
substantially as claimed. 
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13. Regarding claim 12, Crescenzi additionally teaches connecting means (combination of 
29-30 & 44-45) permitting a snap-connection between a roller (13) and a spindle (24). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to substitute a connecting means, as taught 
by Crescenzi, for that of Rock as modified, in order to permit easier assembly by permitting said 
roller to be snapped to said spindle, thereby eliminating the need to hold said roller in place prior 
to attaching the spindle thereof to the central rail; and since the results of substituting one known 
holding device for another would have been predictable; thereby providing the structure 
substantially as claimed. 

Response to Arguments 

14. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 & 4-12 have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

15. In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of obviousness is 
based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that any judgment on 
obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so 
long as it takes into account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the 
time the claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the 
applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. 

16. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, 
the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. In this case, motivation to combine can be 
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found in col. 2, lines 70-71 & col. 3, lines 40-49 of Hutzelman, which teaches the inclusion of a 
soft body upon the hard body of a bearing part in order to "provide traction", reduce wear, and 
"preclud[e] the possibility of objectionable noise". 

17. In response to applicant's argument that "Applicant's new and beneficial result is to 
establish frictional engagement on the opposite side of the roller", the fact that applicant has 
recognized another advantage which would flow naturally from following the suggestion of the 
prior art cannot be the basis for patentability when the differences would otherwise be obvious. 
Moreover, the presence of frictional engagement upon the bottom of the roller in Hutzelman is 
not an inherent to said roller, but is rather the byproduct of said roller's position relative to the 
rails of Hutzelman. Whereas the rollers of both Rock and FR2,44 1,086 are contacted by rails 
upon both the top & bottom ends thereof, it is therefore reasonable to conclude that modification 
of Rock or FR2,44 1,086 in view of Hutzelman would produce a structure wherein a roller 
established frictional engagement on both sides thereof. 

Conclusion 

18. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
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CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MATTHEW W. ING whose telephone number is (571)272-6536. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 7:30 am - 4:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, J. Allen Shriver can be reached on (571) 272-6698. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Janet M. Wilkens/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3637 
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1/22/10 



